i 



Serial No. 09/995,820 
Atty. Docket No.034299-370 

REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed December 6, 2005, has been carefully considered. 

■ t 

Reconsideration in view of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 
Interview Record 

Applicant gratefully acknowledge the courtesy and consideration extended to applicant's 
undersigned representative during the telephone interview with Examiner Philpott on March 6, 
2006. During the interview, Tanaka (U.S. pat. no. 6,657,958) was discussed, and the 
undersigned pointed out the difference between the dynamically changing table of Tanaka and 
the static table of claim 1 of the application. The examiner took the position that this distinction 
is obvious, and that while the anticipation rejection may be overcome, an obviousness rejection 
may be applicable. The undersigned also indicated that there were other differences that 
patentably distinguish the invention from Tanaka . The examiner suggested filing an RCE, and 
indicated that the nature of the proposed changes would preclude a first action final rejection 
following the RCE. 



Reiection(s) Under 35 U.S.C. $ 102(e) 

Claims 1-4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being allegedly anticipated 
anticipated by Tanaka (U.S. pat. no. 6,657,958). 
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Each of the independent claims (claims 1 and 3) recites a statically-defined allocation 
table. Examples of such static tables are provided in the specification (see tables on pp. 7 and 8), 
and the advantages thereof are discussed at length, as for example in the following passage: 



This static allocation of bandwidths to the various virtual links 
allows a maximum period of transmission of an item of 
information from a transmitter device to one or more receiver 
devices to be guaranteed. 

Specification, p. 7, 11. 6-9. 



By contrast, in Tanaka, the bandwidth management table is constantly updated. See for 
example col. 6, 11. 1 1-18, in which Tanaka states: 



If the requested bandwidth value is smaller than the unused 
transmission bandwidth value . . . , the bandwidth controller 204 
updates the call reference of the corresponding SVC connection, 
the transmission allocation bandwidth, the currently-used 
transmission bandwidth and the unused transmission bandwidth in 
the bandwidth management table 206 (step S3). (Emphasis added). 

Claims 1 and 3 also each recite "an allocation such that for every physical link the sum of 
the bandwidths allocated to virtual links using [the] physical link is less than the bandwidth of 
this physical link." This feature is not disclosed in Tanaka , despite the reference in the Office 
Action to the col. 6, 11. 6-64 passage, which is alleged to contain it. Its absence is understandable 
because it is a function of the groupings of virtual links taught by the invention (see for example 
p. 7, lines 13-23), and would have no relevance in Tanaka, which does not disclose or address 
such groupings. 
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Another specific difference between the claimed invention and Tanaka is the recitation of 
logical single-direction links which are the subject of the invention. As the double-headed arrow 
205 FIG. 1 of Tanaka shows, the links in that reference are bi-directional, not "single-direction 
links." 

It will be appreciated that, according to the M.P.E.P., a claim is anticipated under 35 
U.S.C. § 102 only if each and every claim element is found, either expressly or inherently 
described, in a single prior art reference. 1 The aforementioned reasons clearly indicate the 
contrary, and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 102 rejection based on Tanaka is respectfully urged. 

Conclusion 

In view of the preceding discussion, applicant respectfully urges that the claims of the 
present application define patentable subject matter and should be passed to allowance. 

If the Examiner believes that a telephone call would help advance prosecution of the 
present invention, the Examiner is kindly invited to call the undersigned attorney at the number 
below. 

Please charge any additional required fees, including fees for any extensions of time 
necessary to render timely the filing of the instant Amendment and/or Reply to Office Action, for 
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which applicant hereby respectfully petitions, or credit any overpayment not otherwise credited, 
to our Deposit Account No. 50-1698. 



Thelen Reid & Priest LLP 
P.O. Box 640640 
San Jose, CA 95164-0640 
Tel. (408) 282-1855 
Fax. (408) 287-8040 



1 Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) § 2131. See also Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 
814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 



Respectfully submitted, 
THELEN REID & PRIEST, L.L.P. 



Dated: Marc h & , 2006 




Khaled Shami 
Reg. No. 38,745 
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